State v. Renz Appellant\u27s Brief Dckt. 43212 by unknown
UIdaho Law
Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law
Not Reported Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs
12-1-2015
State v. Renz Appellant's Brief Dckt. 43212
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported
This Court Document is brought to you for free and open access by the Idaho Supreme Court Records & Briefs at Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. It
has been accepted for inclusion in Not Reported by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ UIdaho Law. For more information, please
contact annablaine@uidaho.edu.
Recommended Citation
"State v. Renz Appellant's Brief Dckt. 43212" (2015). Not Reported. 2432.
https://digitalcommons.law.uidaho.edu/not_reported/2432
 1 
SARA B. THOMAS 
State Appellate Public Defender 
I.S.B. #5867 
 
ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN 
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
I.S.B. #6555 
P.O. Box 2816 




IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,    ) 
      ) 
 Plaintiff-Respondent,  ) NO. 43212 
      ) 
v.      ) CASSIA COUNTY NO. CR 2008-2797 
      ) 
LAURA ANNETTE RENZ,   )  
      ) APPELLANT’S BRIEF 
 Defendant-Appellant.  ) 
________________________________) 
 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
 Laura Annette Renz appeals from the district court’s order revoking her probation 
and ordering into execution an amended sentence of sentence of four years, with one 
year fixed.  On appeal, Ms. Renz asserts that the district court abused its discretion by 
failing to adequately consider that her probation was achieving its desired goal of 
rehabilitation and as a result, the district court should not have revoked her probation. 
 
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings 
 In June of 2008, Ms. Renz was charged by Information with felony grand theft.  
(R., pp.38-40.)  Pursuant to a plea agreement, Ms. Renz entered a plea of guilty to 
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attempted grand theft and the district court sentenced Ms. Renz to a unified term of 
seven years, with two years fixed.  (R., pp.136-138, 149-151, 165-167.)  The district 
court suspended the execution of the sentence and placed Ms. Renz on probation for 
four years.  (R., pp.165-167.)  After over two years on probation, the State filed a Motion 
for Bench Warrant and Report of Probation Violation.  (R., pp.198-201, 221-224.)  
Ms. Renz admitted to violating the terms of her probation.  (R., p.247.)  The district court 
revoked Ms. Renz’ probation and ordered into execution her originally imposed 
sentence, but retained jurisdiction over her.  (R., pp.248-250.)  At the conclusion of her 
rider, the district court suspended the sentence and placed Ms. Renz on probation for 
five years.  (R., pp.264-266.) 
 A little under two years later, the State filed a Motion for Bench Warrant for 
Probation Violation and report of probation violation.  (R., pp.273-278.)  Ms. Renz 
admitted to violating the terms of her probation and the district court continued 
Mr. Renz’ probation.  (R., pp.298-299, 306.)  A few month later, the State filed a Report 
of Probation Violation, alleging that Ms. Renz violated the terms of her probation by:  (1) 
being arrested on a misdemeanor warrant; (2) failing to maintain employment; (3) 
testing positive for methamphetamine on two occasions; (4) failing to pay her costs of 
supervision; and (5) failing to take required controlled substance tests.  (R., pp.318-
323.)  Ms. Renz admitted to testing positive for methamphetamine, failing to pay her 
costs of supervision, and failing to take required urinalysis tests.  (R., pp.324, 327-328.)  
The district court revoked her probation and imposed a reduced unified sentence of four 
years, with one year fixed.  (R., pp.329-331.)  Ms. Renz timely appealed from the district 
court’s order revoking her probation.  (R., pp.343-345.) 
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ISSUE 




The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Ms. Renz’ Probation  
 
Ms. Renz asserts that the district court abused its discretion when it revoked her 
probation.  She asserts that the violations did not justify revoking probation, especially in 
light of the goals of rehabilitation and the fact that the protection of society could be best 
served by her continued supervision under the probation department.   
There are generally two questions that must be answered by the district court in 
addressing allegations of probation violations:  first, the court must determine whether 
the defendant actually violated the terms and conditions of his probation; and second, if 
a violation of probation has been found, the trial court must then decide the appropriate 
remedy for the violation.   State v. Sanchez, 149 Idaho 102, 105 (2009).  “The 
determination of whether a probation violation has been established is separate from 
the decision of what consequence, if any, to impose for the violation.”  Id. (quoting 
State v. Thompson, 140 Idaho 796, 799 (2004)).   Once a probation violation has been 
found, the district court must determine whether it is of such seriousness as to warrant 
revoking probation.  State v. Chavez, 134 Idaho 308, 312 (Ct. App. 2000).  However, 
probation may not be revoked arbitrarily.  State v. Adams, 115 Idaho 1053, 1055 
(Ct. App. 1989).  The district court must decide whether probation is achieving the goal 
of rehabilitation and whether probation is consistent with the protection of society.  
State v. Leach, 135 Idaho 525, 529 (Ct. App. 2001).  If a knowing and intentional 
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probation violation has been proved, a district court’s decision to revoke probation will 
be reviewed for an abuse of discretion.  I.C. § 20-222; Leach, 135 Idaho at 529. 
Only if the trial court determines that alternatives to imprisonment are not 
adequate in a particular situation to meet the state's legitimate interest in punishment, 
deterrence, or the protection of society, may the court imprison a probationer who has 
made sufficient, genuine efforts to obey the terms of the probation order.  State v. 
Lafferty, 125 Idaho 378, 382 (Ct. App. 1994).   
Ms. Renz asserts that the district court abused its discretion in revoking her 
probation.  Prior to the probation violation disposition hearing, Ms. Renz wrote a letter to 
the district court.  (See Defendant’s Exhibit A, pp.1-2.)  In her letter, Ms. Renz informed 
the district court that in the seven years she has spent on probation, she has learned 
more recovery skills and tools than most people and has been educated about herself.  
(Defendant’s Exhibit A, p.1.)  Ms. Renz relayed that she has been educated on how to 
control her anger, positively express herself, and learned responsibilities such as 
holding a job, keeping insurance, and maintaining a household.  (Defendant’s Exhibit A, 
p.1.)  Ms. Renz also informed the district that her ability to “get back” on her medications 
has been very positive in her life and she has the goal of attending the College of 
Western Idaho and obtaining a degree in computer science.  (Defendant’s Exhibit A, 
p.1.)   
Accordingly, in light of the foregoing, Ms. Renz asserts that the district court 





 Ms. Renz respectfully requests that this Court reverse the district court’s order 
revoking her probation and remand her case with instructions that she be placed back 
on probation. 
 DATED this 1st day of December, 2015. 
 
      ___________/s/______________ 
      ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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